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A further decree, issued by the Greek Government on 1 6 July 1 956,
after the decision of the court of first instance in the Metliss
amended the amalgamation decree of 1953 by retrospectively releasing
the bank from liability under the contract of guarantee to which it had
succeeded. Certain bondholders, having been refused payment of
interest that fell due after 16 July 1956, sued the bank in London for
recovery of these debts.
Was the release of 1 9 56 effective? It had, indeed, already been
decided in the Metliss Case that the Greek decree of 1953, by
endowing the bank with the status of universal successor, had
rendered it liable. The argument accepted by the Court of
Appeal was that since Greek law, as the admitted arbiter of
the status of the bank, possessed the power of endowment, it
equally possessed the power of disendowment. It could abrogate
the liabilities that it had formerly transferred.1 The House
of Lords, however, demonstrated the fallacy of this reasoning.
The liability under the contract of guarantee, having been
transferred to the bank in 1 953, was an existing obligation at
the time of the 1 956 decree. Moreover, it was a liability that
had arisen under a contract governed exclusively by English
domestic law. In technical language, English law was the
proper law of the contract2 and therefore the well-established
rule applied that the proper law alone determines whether the
contract can be discharged, extinguished or otherwise affected.3
J (iv) Nationality The test of the nationality of a corporation Depends
according to English law is the country of its incorporation,4 ?n PUc* of
o	o	^         7l^ , -- .£— — - - _4Z—3£ *-. y   mcorpori-
but according to most Continental laws the country where its
centre of management exists.5 It is seldom, however, that its
nationality will be relevant to a question of the conflict of laws.
1	Adamsv. NationalBankof Greece and Athens, [1960] I Q.B. 64: fclt seems to
us that those who need recourse to Greek kw must take it as they find it. If they
assert that Greek kw can endow, they must recognize that Greek kw can disen-
dow. If they aver that Greek kw can create, they must accept that Greek kw can
change. If they need to have the foundation of Greek kw upon which to build a
claim, they can liardly say that Greek kw as it used to be suits them far better
than Greek kw as it is* ; per curiam, at pp. 81-82.
2	Infra, pp. 213 et seqq.
3	Adams v. National Bank of Greece and Athens, [1960] 3 W.L.R. 8. As for
discharge, see infra, p. 25 4.
4	Janson v. Driefontein Consolidated Mines Ltd., [1902] A.C. 484, at pp. 497,
498, 501, 505, Lords Macnaghten, Davey, Bramptoa, Lindley: A.-G. v. Jewish
Colonization Association, [1901] i K.B. 123, at p. 1 3 $,p*r Collins LJ. See the
dicta collected and set out by Famsworth, op. cit., pp. 302-3 ; Kutnigl v.
Dennersmarck, [1955] I Q.B. 515, 535-6^
5	Wolff, p. 308.
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